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Abstract 
Problem Statement: Having good relations between a leader and his or her colleagues are important in order to achieve results in 
any organization. Purpose of Study: To investigate the leadership style developmental leadership (DL) and any relationship with 
the factor results of leadership in DL. A second purpose was to investigate the relation between the factor results of leadership 
and the five personality factors in the personality test NEO PI-R. Methods: 16 respondents working in a municipality in Norway 
filled out the personality test NEO PI-R. In addition the developmental leadership questionnaire (DLQ) was used in order to 
collect data on the respondents’ leadership. The respondents were also requested to send the DLQ to  6-10 
supervisors/colleagues and subordinates in order to get objective feedback on their leadership behavior. The respondents were 
divided into a high and a low results group dependent upon their scores on the factor result of leadership in DL. Findings and 
Results: No significant differences were found in the high results group between the respondents’ own score and their colleagues’ 
score on the different aspects of DL. Significant differences were, however, found in the low results group between the 
respondents’ and the colleagues’ score on the different aspects of DL. No significant differences existed between the two groups 
regarding the score on the five personality factors. Conclusions and Recommendations: A relationship seemed to exist between 
the leadership style DL and the factor results of leadership but not with any of the five personality factors.  
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center. 
Keywords: Developmental leadership; transactional leadership; result of leadership; personality factors; NEO PI-R 
1. Introduction  
      The relationship between municipal leaders and those being led is of great significance in order to solve tasks 
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and missions. They cooperate closely, and in many contexts it is important that the individual is able to make 
important decisions within a short time. Collaboration and trust are of fundamental importance because working for 
the municipality is a collective enterprise where one is dependent on trusting each other's judgment and competence. 
It is equally important to establish the basis for cooperation and focus on the organisations goal achievement. The 
individual leader's ability to be authentic and undisguised is therefore of great importance for the development of 
good leadership and good results.  
     As a contribution to the development of their own leaders, the Swedish National Defence College has developed 
a model referred to as Developmental Leadership (DL) (Larsson et al., 2003). The corresponding questionnaire 
referred to as the developmental leadership questionnaire (DLQ) measures the extent to which the leader uses the 
three different leadership styles specified in the DL model: non-leadership, transactional leadership and 
developmental leadership (Forsvarshogskolan, 2000). Through the DLQ responses to the leader's level of 
achievement in terms of cost awareness and job satisfaction, as well as the level of basic desirable competencies 
such as task-related competence, management-related competence, social competence and the capacity to cope with 
stress are collected.  
     It is often questioned who will succeed in leading others. Looking at personality factors, it was found that 
openness was the best predictor of maximum performance among military personnel (Ployhart, Lim, and Chan, 
2001). Sosik and Megerian (1999) investigated the emotional intelligence and performance of leaders, and found 
that the correlations between the aspects of emotional intelligence, the leader’s behavior, and the resulting 
performance varied as a function of the leader’s level of self-awareness. This has been corroborated in a study by 
Boe and Holth (forthcoming) who found that if the participants’ score on the DLQ correlates well with the scores on 
the DLQ given by supervisors, colleagues and sub-ordinates, participants are said to have a high degree of self-
awareness. 
1.1. The purpose and aims of the present paper 
The purpose of the study presented in this paper was to investigate the leadership style developmental leadership 
(DL) and any relationship it might have with the factor results of leadership in DL. A second purpose was to 
investigate the relation between the factor results of leadership and the five personality factors in the personality test 
NEO PI-R. It is important to note that human behaviour is in reality not the result of influence from a single primary 
factor, but should rather be seen as a combined influence of several primary factors together (Lord, 2000). 
2. Developmental leadership 
     Not all leadership is good leadership. Good leadership seems to be the type of leadership that safeguards both the 
development of employees and the performance requirements of the organization. Transformational leadership is a 
type of leadership that has been found to affect the results achieved in a positive way in service and in production-
oriented organizations (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Transformational leadership consists of both relational and goal-
oriented leadership behaviour (Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman, and Humphrey, 2011). Derue et. al., found that 
transformational leadership and consideration behaviours specifically are positively related to follower job 
satisfaction, which is part of the result of leadership factor in DL. Furthermore, transformational leadership and 
consideration behaviour were found to explain 21.0 % and 13.6 % of the total variance in follower job satisfaction, 
respectively. Based on the theory of transformational leadership that was developed by Bass and Avolio (1990), the 
Swedish National Defence College has developed a model referred to as Developmental Leadership (DL) (Larsson 
et al., 2003). The DL assimilates all material from the leadership styles described in transformational leadership 
except the term destructive leadership, which is excluded from the model. The DL does not describe charisma as a 
separate leadership ability, as charisma as a concept seems to have both a positive and a negative side. In the 
Swedish model, charisma is replaced by the tendency to inspire and motivate subordinates. The DL model thus 
describes three distinctive leadership styles, referred to as dimensions; Non-leadership, transactional leadership and 
developmental leadership (Larsson & Kallenberg, 2006). The DL model is a hierarchical model that is made up of 
dimensions, factors and facets that together compose different leadership behavior.       
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2.1. The DL model´s hierarchical structure  
     The DL model is a hierarchical model and the model is composed of four levels. At the highest level one will 
find the dimension that describes the leadership style; after this, then, comes the factor level. The factor level 
describes each part of the dimension. The factor level in turn leads down to the facet level, and finally the facet level 
leads on to the actual behaviour level. This is the level in which behaviour can be directly observed and commented 
on or evaluated. A respondent receives feedback on actual behaviour related to his or her leadership through filling 
out a questionnaire called Developmental Leadership Questionnaire (DLQ) and later receiving feedback in the form 
of a DL-profile describing different leadership behaviour (Larsson et al., 2003).  
     The DL also incorporates some questions that are related to results of leadership, meaning to what degree one 
contributes to the performance, the organizational image, and the work satisfaction in one’s unit. In addition, the DL 
incorporates contextual characteristics as well as some additional leader characteristics. The leader characteristics 
are divided into basic prerequisites consisting of physical, psychological, and view-of-life related aspects (Yukl, 
2010). The leader characteristics further incorporate desirable competencies such as task-related competence, 
management-related competence, social competence, and the capacity to cope with stress. The DLQ focuses upon 
feedback on the desirable competencies as part of the leader characteristics, the 3 different leadership styles, and the 
result of leadership. Larsson (2006) investigated Swedish military cadets using the DLQ and the personality 
inventory NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Larsson (2006) found that high levels of developmental leadership 
had a strong correlation with positive results on performance issues. More specifically, these performance issues 
were behaviour that an individual exhibits so that his or her unit functions effectively. It was also revealed that that 
using high levels of developmental leadership could compensate for using high levels of demand and reward and 
over-control. 
3. The NEO PI-R and its properties 
     We have in addition to the DLQ used the Norwegian version of the NEO PI-R which was originally developed 
by Paul T. Costa and Robert McCrae (1992). The Norwegian version was prepared by Nordvik, Martinsen and 
Østbø (2003). The test measures the five domains of the five-factor model. Each domain has six underlying 
personality traits referred to as facets. The five domains are Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience, 
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness. The domain Neuroticism identifies individuals who are prone to 
psychological distress, and consists of the facets anxiety, angry hostility, depression, self-consciousness, 
impulsiveness, and vulnerability. The domain Extraversion deals with the quantity and intensity of energy that is 
directed outwards into the social world: This domain consists of the facets warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, 
activity, excitement seeking, and positive emotions. The third domain is Openness to Experience and measures the 
active seeking and appreciation of experiences for their own sake. In this domain one will find the facets fantasy, 
aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas and values. The fourth domain is Agreeableness, which refers to the kind of 
interactions an individual prefers from compassion to tough mindedness. This domain consists of the facets trust, 
straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness. The fifth and final domain is 
Conscientiousness which is the degree of organization, persistence, control and motivation in goal directed 
behaviour. This domain consists of competence, order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and 
deliberation. The NEO PI-R is a self-reporting test consisting of 240 test items. It is used primarily to assess a 
normal personality and is well recognized in several different countries and cultures (Østbø & Nordvik, 2008). Each 
test item is a statement that describes a propensity. A test-taker uses a Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree when he or she answers whether a statement suit them. The 240 test items are based on 30 facets consisting of 
eight test items for each of the facets leading up to forty-eight test items for each of the five personality dimensions 
(Nordvik, Martinsen & Østbø, 2003). 
4. Method  
This paper uses an exploratory and descriptive method, using descriptive statistics in order to classify and 
summarize numerical data, that is, to describe the data that have been collected (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1994). 
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Since the number of participants was so small (n=16) it was deemed un-necessary to make any hypotheses. Instead 
the focus was upon describing the possible relationships between the leadership style developmental leadership 
(DL) and any relationship with the factor results of leadership in DL, as well as the possible relation between the 
factor results of leadership and the five personality factors in the personality test NEO PI-R. 
4.1. Participants 
     The participants consisted of 16 middle managers in the age group 21-40 working in a municipality in Norway. 
We were interested to see whether the exercise of DL with special emphasis on results had any relationship with 
personality traits in our participants. Therefore we chose to divide our participants into two smaller groups based 
upon the scores from the DLQ regarding the factor results. High or low score on the factor results of leadership was 
calculated by taking the average value of the four questions dealing with result in the DLQ. We could then divide 
the group into two different groups, respectively, with low or high result. The participants who ended up in a group 
with low results had 7.0 or lower on the average of the four questions that focused on results. Those who had scored 
higher than 7.0 were in the group with high results. The scale went here from 1 (never or almost never) to 9 (very 
often or always). 
4.2. The DLQ and its properties 
The DLQ is a 360-degree feedback instrument consisting of a total of 66 questions that are related to actual and 
observable behaviour that can be assessed and evaluated. The DLQ measures three dimension or types of leadership 
styles: developmental leadership; transactional leadership and non-leadership and is based upon a person’s 
leadership behaviour as perceived by themselves and by other people. The DLQ is thus designed to identify 
leadership behaviour and 42 of the 66 questions concern leadership styles. The remaining 24 questions concern 
desirable competencies, including 4 questions that revolve around results. Results are here viewed as cost awareness 
and job satisfaction. In order to be judged as a developmental leader one has to obtain a score from others above 7.0 
on developmental leadership. One also has to obtain a score of less than 3.0 on the negative parts of transactional 
leadership, control (facet over-control) and demand and reward (if but only if, reward). In addition, one has to 
obtain a score of less than 2.0 on non-leadership. Regarding the positive sides of transactional leadership, that is 
demand and reward (facet seek agreements) and control (facet take necessary measures) the highest possible a score 
is desirable. Furthermore, the desirable competencies and the results of one’s leadership are also judged as positive, 
because this contributes to a developmental leader profile. Here, a score as high as possible is desirable. 
The results from the DLQ questionnaire are presented in the form of an individual profile for each respondent. 
The 16 participants were requested to fill out the same DLQ questionnaire assessing their own leadership behaviour 
as they sent out to their respective respondents (supervisors, colleagues and subordinates). Each profile then consists 
of a score of the assessment of one’s leadership behaviour and a score from 4–10 other people who have answered 
the same questions. In the DL model the leadership style dimension DL consist of 3 factors, that is, exemplary 
model, individualized consideration, and inspiration and motivation.  
4.3. Reliability measures of the DLQ  
     Internal consistency is an indicator that an element that is included in a scale actually measures the same concept 
as the other elements of the concept (Russell & Karol 1993/2004). Cronbach's alpha (α) is a measure of scale 
internal consistency and is calculated from all possible "split-half"-correlations on a given scale. A test can be said 
to have a high degree of internal consistency if the Cronbach's alpha values are higher than 0.60. The Cronbach's 
alpha values have been found to vary between .60 and .85 for the DLQ, indicating that the DLQ has sufficient 
reliability (Larsson et al., 2003). 
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4.4. Reliability measures of the NEO PI-R  
The test-retest reliability of the NEO PI-R has been found to be quite good. The test-retest reliability of an early 
version of the NEO instrument after 3 months was: N = .87, E = .91, O = .86 (McCrae & Costa, 1983). Research 
conducted by Kurtz and Parrish (2001) also revealed acceptable test-retest reliability. The short-term test-retest 
reliability found by Kurtz and Parrish yielded coefficients of α = .91-.93 for the domains and α =.70–.91 for the 
facets after a one-week interval. Costa and McCrae (1992) has reported the test-retest reliability of the NEO PI-R 
over a period of 6 years to be: Neuroticism =.83, Extroversion =.82, Openness to Experience =.83, Agreeableness 
=.63, and Conscientiousness =.79. Costa and McCrae (1992) state that this shows that there is a good reliability of 
the domains also over a long period of time. The scores that were measured six years apart varied only marginally 
more than the scores that was measured a few months apart. 
4.5. Procedure 
     The participants took part in the study as a part of a leadership development program in the municipality. They 
were requested to participate in an obligatory basic course in DL as this was a part of the leadership development 
program. An important prerequisite to the course was to fill out the DLQ as well as sending it to 4–10 respondents 
(superiors, colleagues, and subordinates) that would judge the participant´s leadership behavior. The administration 
of the DLQ to the respondents was done over the Internet by the participants. The participants were not aware of the 
answers given by their respondents. The Swedish National Defence College was responsible for data processing and 
had solely access to the answers on the DLQ. The answers given by the participants and their respondents were 
analyzed by the Swedish National Defence College The authors printed out a separate DL profile and distributed 
this too each participant during the basic DL course. Each DL profile consisted of the mean values of scores from 
the participant and the scores given to the participant from his or her respondents. The participants had to interpret 
the results they got by themselves and then discuss their results in small groups consisting of three participants. The 
intention was to expand each participant's understanding of the results they had achieved. A second intention was to 
discuss how they could continue to further develop their leadership. At the end of the DL course each participant 
developed a plan for his or her own leadership development based upon the results from the DLQ. 
4.6. Processing the data 
     A copy of each individual DL-profile (containing answers from the participants and the respondents) was re-
entered into the statistical program IBM SPSS Statistics 21. The re-entered data served as a basis for the descriptive 
analyses conducted in this paper. The answers to individual questions about behaviour were combined into an 
average value for each facet (for instance, value base, good example, and responsibility). The facets were then 
combined into one factor (for instance, the corresponding factor exemplary model). Thus, one could find an average 
value for each of the factors exemplary model, inspiration and motivation, and individualized consideration. 
Furthermore, the leadership dimension transactional leadership was comprised of the factors demand and reward 
(facet seek agreements), control (facet take necessary measures), demand and reward (facet if, but only if, reward), 
and control (facet over-control). The first two factors reflect the positive side of transactional leadership, and the 
two last factors reflect the negative side of transactional leadership. The leadership dimension non-leadership was 
comprised of questions from the participant’s behaviour converging into the factor laissez-faire leadership. 
According to the theoretical basis for the DL model one should have a score of more than 7.0 on the factors 
exemplary model, individualized consideration, and inspiration and motivation (Larsson et al., 2003). If the score is 
higher than 7.0, the frequency of one’s leadership behaviour is so high that one can be described as being a 
developmental leader. Furthermore, the scores should be lower than 3.0 on the negative aspects of transactional 
leadership, that is the factors demand and reward (facet if, but only if, reward) and control (facet over-control). It is 
further desirable that a score is as high as possible on the positive factors of transactional leadership, that is, the 
facets to seek agreement and to take necessary measures and the correlating factors demand and reward and control. 
One should also score below 2.0 at non-leadership. On the dimension desirable competencies, the higher one scores 
on these factors: task-related competence, management-related competence, social competence and the capacity to 
cope with stress, the better it is. The factor results of leadership measures one’s awareness of costs and contributions 
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to work satisfaction in one’s unit. Regarding the factor results of leadership, the higher the score, the better one is at 
contributing to the units overall performance. The data from the NEO PI-R with the five personality dimensions and 
their respective facets were also entered into the statistical program IBM SPSS Statistics 21.  
5. Findings and Results   
The participants’ own answers to the DLQ, the answers given from the respondents to the DLQ, and the self-
reported answers from the NEO PI-R were used as a starting point for the descriptive analyses carried out in this 
paper.  
5.1. Results of leadership in the DLQ 
As a group, the 16 participants scored themselves at 6.8 (M=Mean value) regarding how they perceived that they 
contributed to the unit’s overall performance and to job satisfaction in their respective units. Their respondents 
scored them at 7.6 (M) which is somewhat higher than the participants scored themselves. This difference was 
significant at p<.01 indicating that the respondents scored the participants higher on the factor results of leadership 
compared to the participants own scores.  
5.2. The level of DL in the DLQ 
Since leadership feedback in the DL model is a frequency measurement, the participants were divided into two 
categories; those scoring lower than 7.0 (M) on the dimension DL and those scoring 7.0 (M) or higher than 7.0 (M) 
on the dimension DL 10 participants scored themselves lower than 7.0 (M) and 6 participants scored themselves 7.0 
(M) or higher than 7.0 (M). 
When it came to the participants’ own evaluation of the three factors that constitute the dimension DL, they lower 
than 7.0 (M) on DL group scored the following on the factors in DL. The participants scored themselves 
respectively at 6.81 (M) on exemplary model, 6.81 (M) on inspiration and motivation and 7.10 (M) on 
individualized consideration. The same group was judged by their respondents to be above 7.0 (M) on DL. Here the 
respondents judged them to 7.67 (M) on exemplary model, 7.55 (M) for inspiration and motivation and 7.87 (M) on 
individualized consideration. 
For the group who initially had scored themselves at 7.0 (M) or higher than 7.0 (M) on DL they scored 
respectively at 7.70 (M) on exemplary model, 7.50 (M) for inspiration and motivation and 7.97 (M) on 
individualized consideration. This group was judged by others to score 7.75 (M) on exemplary model, 7.60 (M) for 
inspiration and motivation and 7.85 (M) on individualized consideration. Both groups were judged by their 
respondents to have a high frequency (i.e. above 7.0 (M)) of DL. A preliminary conclusion can be that both groups 
were perceived by others to exercise DL, but one group judged themselves to practice less of this type of leadership 
(Table 1).  
 
Table 1. Participants’ own answers and respondents answers (M) to the factors included in the DL in the DLQ, split into high and low scores on 
DL. 
Factors in DL    Lower than 7.0 (n=10)  Higher than 7.0 (n=6) 
 M  M  M  M  
 Own   Others’   Own   Others’ 
 judgment  judgment judgment judgment 
Exemplary model   6.81*  7.67  7.70  7.75  
Inspiration and motivation   6.81*  7.55  7.50  7.60 
Individualized consideration  7.10*  7.87  7.97  7.85 
*p<.05. Scale from 1 (Never or almost never) to 9 (very often or always) 
 
     The same type of results was also found here. The leaders with low results think they exhibit less DL than those 
who achieve better results. The biggest difference existed between the self-assessment of individualized 
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consideration and the respondent’s assessment of the same factor. This may indicate that they have scored 
themselves low on DL thinking that they show less individualized consideration to others, while the respondents 
perceive that they largely do this. There were no differences between the participants’ and the respondents’ 
judgment of the three factors in DL for the six participants who scored high on DL. Here a very high 
correspondence was found between the participants’ and respondent’s evaluation of exemplary model, inspiration 
and motivation and individualized consideration. This may mean that those who scored themselves high on DL also 
have insight into what they do and what effect they have on others. A further step then became to investigate the 
relationship between personality traits and result of one’s leadership. 
5.3. The five personality traits and the results of leadership  
     Would it be possible to find any differences in personality dimensions between the participants who scored high 
on achievement and those who scored low? To answer this question we looked at how the participants scored on the 
personality factors dependent upon their score on the factor results of leadership in the DLQ. Table 2 reveals the 
responses the participants have indicated on the five personality dimensions included in the NEO PI-R and their own 
appraisal of the factor results of leadership in the DLQ. 
 
Table 2. Summary of participants’ answers (M) to the five dimensions of the NEO PI-R divided into their assessment of the factor results of 
leadership in the DLQ. 
Domains in NEO PI-R            Low result (n=10)          High result (n=6) 
  M     M   
Neuroticism    43,1           46,0     
Extraversion    54,8    58,2   
Openness to Experience   45,1           46,7   
Agreeableness    54,6    58,7           
Conscientiousness   52,1    50,2   
 
     Completed t-tests showed that there were no significant differences between those who scored low and those who 
scored high on the factor results of leadership when it came to the five personality dimensions in NEO PI-R. Based 
upon this we therefore decided to continue to investigate if anything would change if we studied the individual 
facets of the personality traits. 
5.4. Differences in Neuroticism and the results of leadership  
     We analyzed the facets belonging to the dimension Neuroticism in NEO PI-R against low and high scores on the 
factor result of leadership in the DLQ. Through the conducted t-tests we found a difference in scores for depression 
and impulsiveness between the two groups. Those with low scores on the factor result of leadership scored 44.2 (M) 
on depression and 43.8 (M) on impulsiveness. Those who scored high on the factor result of leadership had 49.3 (M) 
on depression and 51.2 (M) on impulsiveness. Neither of these two differences was significant, but there was a 
strong tendency for a difference between the scores of the two groups of impulsiveness. The results surprised us 
somewhat. The leaders who achieve high results tended to be somewhat more impulsive but also more depressed. 
The results were not significant, but triggered the idea of examining the relationship between Extraversion and 
result of leadership since Extraversion is considered to describe an extroverted and optimistic person. The 
personality traits Extraversion and Openness to experience have been found to have strong relationships with 
leadership effectiveness (Judge et al., 2002). 
5.5. Differences in Extraversion and the results of leadership  
     Our next analysis focused on the facets belonging to the dimension Extraversion in NEO-PI-R. Here it turned out 
that the facets warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity and excitement seeking were very similar between the 
two result groups. The facets where we found differences were gregariousness and positive emotions. Here those 
with low scores on the factor result on leadership averaged 52.6 (M) on gregariousness and 53.4 (M) on positive 
emotions. For those with high scores on the factor result on leadership they scored 59.0 (M) on gregariousness and 
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57.0 (M) on positive emotions. In addition, we found a difference in excitement seeking, with average values of 49.1 
(M) for those with low scores on the factor result on leadership and 53.7 (M) for those with high scores on the 
factor result of leadership. The group with high result on leadership thus scored higher on gregariousness, positive 
emotions and excitement seeking. 
5.6. Differences in other facets of the NEO PI-R and the results of leadership  
     The facet straightforwardness in the domain Agreeableness describes a person who is "straightforward" or the 
opposite, prone to concealing their messages by employing more cautious terms. The facet positive emotions from 
the domain Extraversion describes a person who shows joy and enthusiasm. The facet ideas from the domain 
Openness to Experience is about intellectual curiosity and the facet gregariousness from the domain Extraversion 
describes the human desire to be in the company of others. The facet deliberation from the domain 
Conscientiousness describes the ability to think before acting. These facets are supposed to describe a person who 
thrives in social contexts, who is authentic and direct, intellectually curious and who thinks before acting. A one-
way analysis of variance with low and high results of leadership as the independent variable and 
straightforwardness, positive emotions and gregariousness as dependent variables revealed that there was a strong 
tendency towards a difference in scores on straightforwardness between the two groups (p=.087). Further analysis 
of variance showed that there was a significant difference between the two groups with respect to gregariousness, F 
(1, 14) = 4.74, p <.05, indicating that those with a high score on the factor result of leadership were much more 
social than those with a low score on the factor result of leadership. 
     Leaders with high scores on the factor result of leadership scored high on ideas (M=43.1) and on deliberation 
(M=44.2); on the other hand leaders with low scores on the factor result of leadership also scored high on ideas 
(M=48.8) and deliberation (M=52.4), but similarly low on factors positive emotions (M=53.4), gregariousness 
(M=52.6) and excitement seeking (M=49.1). Could it be that the leaders who think a lot also are intellectually 
curious but worried and hesitant to make decisions? When it comes to decision making, one has to understand the 
situation, and to interpret it in all its complexity, and then decide what action it should trigger and implement this. 
Leaders who hesitate may have difficulties with various parts of the decision making process, and the process itself 
could take longer time. This in turn may affect the performance and employee job satisfaction. Leaders with high 
result of leadership seem to act faster, think less of the consequences and be a little less intellectually curious in 
general. 
     We also examined whether there were any differences of some facets of Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and 
Openness to Experience in the NEO-PI-R. The analyses showed that the groups scored very similar on the facet 
modesty from the domain Agreeableness. Here the participants scored 55.8 (M) in the group with low result of 
leadership and 58.0 (M) for those with high result of leadership. For the facets corresponding to the dimension 
Extraversion no specific differences was identified. Here the group with low result of leadership scored 55.2 (M) on 
assertiveness and those with high result of leadership 53.7 (M). Regarding the facet warmth the scores were 
distributed between 59.0 (M) and 60.0 (M) for those with low respectively high result of leadership. Similar results 
were yielded for the facet activity, with scores of 57.9 (M) and 56.3 (M) for those with low respective high result of 
leadership.  
     Regarding the facet values in the dimension Openness to Experience, a greater difference between the two groups 
was found, but the difference was not significant. Here we found that those with low result of leadership scored 49.9 
and those with high result of leadership scored 54.2 (M). Values describe the individual propensity to be open and to 
have the ability to analyze social, political and religious values. One might interpret this to mean that the group with 
high result of leadership helps to create results just by being reflective and being conscious about certain ethical 
standards. Leaders who score lower on values may increasingly tend to accept authority and traditions. Leaders with 
high result of leadership also score higher than those with low result of leadership on values (M=54.2), positive 
emotions (M=57.7) and fantasy (M=46.8). Positive emotions are about whether the individual is aware of his or her 
own feelings and appreciates them as an important part of life, while fantasy revolves around whether the person has 
an active and lively imagination. Those with low scores on the factor result of leadership score lower on these three 
factors, respectively on values (M=49.9), positive emotions (M= 52.4) and imagination (M=39.2) compared to the 
group with higher scores on the factor result of leadership. However, we found no significant differences, only 
tendencies. 
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations   
     The first purpose of this study was to examine a possible relationship between the leadership style developmental 
leadership (DL) and the factor results of leadership in DL. Furthermore, a second purpose was to investigate the 
relationship between the factor results of leadership and the five personality factors from the personality test NEO 
PI-R. 
Looking at the factors exemplary model, inspiration and motivation, and individualized consideration that 
describes DL, we found that those who scored low on the factor results of leadership scored themselves lower than 
their respondents scored them. In the group with those who scored high on the factor results of leadership, the 
participants scored themselves almost as high as their respondents scored them. However, we found both groups to 
be developmental leaders as indicated by the high scores given to them by their respondents. 
When looking into the five personality dimensions in NEO PI-R we found no significant differences between 
those who scored low and those who scored high on the factor result of leadership. Some interesting findings were 
obtained, however, by looking at the facets in the different domains of the NEO PI-R. Investigating some facets of 
the domain Neuroticism we found that the leaders who achieved high results tended to be somewhat more impulsive 
but also more depressed compared to leader who achieved low results. 
When looking at some of the facets from the domain Extraversion, we found that the group with high result on 
leadership also scored higher on gregariousness, positive emotions and excitement seeking than the group with low 
scores. This corroborates the view that risk taking is a part of a change-oriented leadership behaviour (Yukl, 
Gordon, & Taber, 2002). An explanation might be that the group with high results on leadership is oriented towards 
development.  We also found that those with a high result of leadership were much more social than those with a 
low result on their leadership. Derue, Nahrgang, Wellman, and Humphrey (2011) points out that Extraversion and 
Conscientiousness are the most important traits regarding overall leader effectiveness. Furthermore, we found that 
leaders with high result of leadership seemed to act faster, to think less of the consequences and to be a little less 
intellectually curious in general compared to the low results group. The group with high result of leadership also 
seemed to help create results by being reflective and by being conscious about certain ethical standards. On the other 
hand, leaders who score lower on values seemed to be more inclined to accept authority and traditions. 
What we have seen in this study reinforces the impression that is prevailing within leadership research. The most 
gifted leaders are those who inspire, communicate their vision, and are committed to relationships. In addition, it 
may look as if it is significant that the leaders know their own strengths and weaknesses so that they know the effect 
they have upon employees and other significant persons. This has also been supported in a study by Boe and Holth 
(forthcoming).  
     We conclude at this stage that it is important for the leaders to know themselves, and understand their relation to 
the world. Our small study may suggest that whether you have your focus on leadership or management of 
resources, it is fundamentally about your relationship with yourself. Self-knowledge, positive emotions, and 
gregariousness are important for the development of good leadership and thus performance.  
     Leading people forward towards good results requires the ability to convey confidence in the future and to have 
positive emotions, sharing a vision and being genuine and honest. Having a sense of empowerment might itself 
contribute so that the leader easily can create support for and convey meaning with the tasks to be performed and 
also create inspiration and enthusiasm. This may well also apply to the ability to express difficult topics in such 
ways that signal power and ability to take action rather than resignation. Finally, we conclude that leaders who 
thrive among people to some extent win when it comes to getting good results. 
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